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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

• Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 704(b). 

Status 

1 )S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 15 April 2004 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) Q Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^1 Claim(s) 1-37 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) ^ Claim(s) 10-17 and 28-35 is/are allowed. 

6) I3 Claim(s) 1.2.4-7.9. 18-20.22-25.27 and 36 is/are rejected. 

7) ^ Claim(s) 3,8,21,26 and 37 is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)0 accepted or b)Q objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet's) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1 .121(d). 
11 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)d Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)Q None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2.Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 



3.Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . This action is in response to the amendment filed 4/19/2004. 

2. Claims 1-37 have been examined and are pending in the application. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

3. Claims 10-17, and 28-35 are allowed. 

4. Claims 3, 8, 21 , 26 and 37 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-2, 6-7 and 24-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Breslau U.S Patent No. 6,421,736. 

As to claim 1, Breslau teaches a system for transporting objects (runtime 
migration of an object, line 56 column 3) between a first (host computer 37, Fig. 3) and 
second machine (client computer 31, Fig. 3) comprising: 



Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 
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a memory (memory, 39 column 4) for storing code (store computer program 
code, lines 45-47 column 4); 

a first processor (CPU, line 39 column 4) on said first machine (host computer 
37, Fig. 3) for executing said code and instantiating an object (instantiating multiple 
instances of the object, lines 47-48 column 6) on said first machine (host computer 37, 
Fig. 3); 

an output for outputting said object (outputting from the host computer to the 
client computer, Fig. 3; migrating an object, line 63 column 5) with persistence 
information (the state information accumulated within the object being "split" may be 
acquired; as an object is repeatedly invoked, certain variables within the object may 
persist between invocations such that the information contained thereby is accumulated; 
an object may include an invocation persistent variable that tracks the total number of 
times an object has been invoked, lines 28-36 column 6) to said second machine (client 
computer 31 , Fig. 3); 

wherein, after said object is output from said first machine (outputting from the 
host computer to the client computer, Fig. 3; migrating an object, line 63 column 5), said 
first processor deletes the instantiation of said object from said first machine (the single 
instance of the object is deleted, lines 66-67 column 6). 

Breslau does not explicitly teach the first and second machines are programmed 
in different languages. However, Breslau teaches (lines 21-28 column 5) that the 
invention may be used in association with any object-oriented computer system having 
any particular system configuration and distribution of objects therein; for example, the 
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workstations may be heterogeneous with respect to one another. Therefore one of 
ordinary skill in the art would conclude that the first and second machines in Breslau 
could be programmed in different languages. 

As to claim 2, Breslau as modified further teaches a second processor (CPU, 
line 39 column 4) on said second machine (client computer 31 , Fig. 3) for receiving said 
object with persistence information (object is being migrating from the host computer to 
the client computer, Fig. 3) and allowing interaction with said object, said interaction 
creating events (invocations of the object, lines 61-67 column 3). 

As to claims 6-7, they are method claims of claims 1-2, respectively. Therefore, 
they are rejected for the same reasons as claims 1-2 above. 

As to claims 24-25, they are method claims of claims 1-2, respectively. 
Therefore, they are rejected for the same reasons as claims 1-2 above. 

6. Claims 4-5, 9, 18-20, 22-23, 27 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Breslau in view of Barlow U.S Patent No. 6,275,935. 

As to claim 4, Breslau teaches a system for manipulating objects (invocations of 
the object, lines 61-67 column 3) received at a first machine (client computer 31 , Fig. 3) 
from a second machine (host computer 37, Fig. 3), comprising: 

an input in said first machine for receiving (outputting from the host computer to 
the client computer, Fig. 3; migrating an object, line 63 column 5) persistence 
information (the state information accumulated within the object being "split" may be 
acquired; as an object is repeatedly invoked, certain variables within the object may 
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persist between invocations such that the information contained thereby is accumulated; 
an object may include an invocation persistent variable that tracks the total number of 
times an object has been invoked, lines 28-36 column 6) to said second machine (client 
computer 31, Fig. 3); 

a processor (CPU, line 39 column 4) in said first machine (client computer 31 , 
Fig. 3) for instantiating an object based in part on said persistence information (instance 
B1 of object B is being instantiated in client computer 31 , Figs. 2-3); 

an output for outputting object to the second machine (instance B1 from the client 
computer is being migrating to the host computer, lines 44-54 column 7). Breslau does 
not explicitly teach an event handler for receiving an event and modifying the object. 

Barlow teaches a system (lines 30-40 column 17) having an event handler (an 
event handler, line 39-40 column 17) in handling event (the event, line 40 column 17) in 
combination with modifying (executed, line 40 column 17) the object (object 18, line 39 
column 1 7). It would have been obvious to apply the teachings of Barlow to the system 
of Breslau because when an event associated with an object is sent from one computer 
to another computer, both the event and the object can be executed by the event 
handler. 

As to claim 5, it is a system claim of claims 1 and 4. Therefore, it is rejected for 
the same reasons as claims 1 and 4 above. 

As to claim 9, it is a method claim of claim 4. Therefore, it is rejected for the 
same reasons as claim 4 above. 
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As to claim 18, it is a method claim of claim 4. Therefore, it is rejected for the 
same reasons as claim 4 above. 

As to claim 19, it is a system claim of claims 1 and 4. Therefore, it is rejected 
for the same reasons as claims 1 and 4 above. 

As to claim 20, it is a system claim of claim 2. Therefore, it is rejected for the 
same reasons as claim 2 above. 

As to claim 22, it is a system claim of claims 1 and 4. Therefore, it is rejected 
for the same reasons as claims 1 and 4 above. 

As to claim 23, it is a system claim of claims 1 and 4. Therefore, it is rejected 
for the same reasons as claims 1 and 4 above. 

As to claim 27, it is a method claim of claims 1 and 4. Therefore, it is rejected 
for the same reasons as claims 1 and 4 above. 

As to claim 36, it is a method claim of claims 1 and 4. Therefore, it is rejected 
for the same reasons as claims 1 and 4 above. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed have been fully considered but are moot in view of 
the new ground(s) rejection. 

Applicant's arguments presented issues which required the Examiner to further 
view the previous rejection. The Examiner conducted a further search regarding the 
issues mentioned in Applicant's response. Therefore, all arguments regarding the cited 
references of the previous rejection are moot in view of the new grounds of rejection. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to The Thanh Ho whose telephone number is 703-306- 
5540. A voice mail service is also available for this number. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 8:30 am - 5:00 pm. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305- 
3900. 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner for Patents 

P.O Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 
Or fax to: 

• AFTER-FINAL faxes must be signed and sent to (703) 872 - 9306. 

• OFFICAL faxes must be signed and sent to (703) 872 - 9306. 

• NON OFFICAL faxes should not be signed, please send to (703) 746 - 3493 
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